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July 21, 1995 

M I S E R *  HILL 
C 0 \< r A h 

95-RF-05848 

Jessie M Roberson, Assistant Manager 
Environmental Restoration 
DOE. RFFO 

OPERABLE UNIT 5 OU5) WOMAN CREEK PRIORITY DRAINAGE CHEMICALS OF 
CONCERN TECHNI & AL MEMORANDUM #11 - TGH-180-95 

The purpose of this letter is to address comments received from Carl Spreng, Colorado 
Department of Public Health and the Environment (CDPHE), on June 19, 1995, via 
facsimile, on the Final Chemicals of Concern (COC) Technical Memorandum (TM) #11 for 
OU5 

A copy of Mr Spreng’s comments IS enclosed in Attachment 1 The QU5 team addressed 
each comment and discussed the disposition with Mr Spreng, on June 28,1995, at a 
project meeting Attachment 2 is a summary of the response to comments 

A Document Modification Request (DMR) has been prepared to address two of these 
comments and it IS enclosed, see Attachment 3 This DMR contams three replacement 

1 pages for incorporation into the COC TM #11 

Please forward the enclosed informatron to the Enwonmental Protection Agency and 
CDPHE draft letter is included as Attachment 4), and request that they update their copies 
of the C 5c TM #11 with the pages in the DMR 

Please call Steve Hahn at extension 9888, with any quesbons regarding this transmittal - 
/ S G X G Z  ~ 

T G Hedahl, Director 
EFUWM&I Operations 

CAB kam 
I 

Attachments 
As Stated (4) 

Orig and 1 cc - J M Roberson 

cc 
S J Hahn 

4 
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Kaiser Hill Cornpan), L L C 
Courier Address Roclv Flats En\ ironmental Technolog\ Sire Stare Highuai 93 Colorado 80403 
Mailing Address PO 601 464 Golden Colorado Sc?4@1 i l i b i  

3@3 966 9700 
FYJ $3 960 6377 
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Colorado Department of Public Health and the Environment 

Comments on 

Technical Memorandum No 11 (Final) 
Contaminants of Concern for OU 5 

1) Table 2-5 - Summary Statistics for Data from SeeD Water Samdes How can a 
comparison of data from one OU 5 sample with background be considered statstically valid? Is 
there any on-gomg sampling bemg done to verify the uutial fmdmgs? As it is, any seep water 
information must be considered prelrmmary No PCOCs should be e l m a t e d  from h s  media 
based on professional judgement or even on the concentration tomcity screen There sunply is 
not enough data on whch to base such a decision 

Therefore, 1,l-lchloroethene should not have been elmmated as a COC from h s  media 
on this basis alone, even though it constituted only a small portion of the carcmogemc nsks from 
thls media (see also comment 3) 

2) Table 2-9 It is unclear why DOE used the Inhalation Cancer Slope Factor for 1,l- 
dichloroethene whch was listed m E A S T  1994, when a value for th~s chermcal was apparently 
available in IRIS prior to October, 1994 DOE’s Programmatic fisk-Based Preliminary 
Remediation Goals Final Revision I (October, 1994) lists an inhalation cancer slope factor for h s  
chemical of 1 75E-1 Ths  value differs from the E A S T  value of 1 2 E+OO listed m Table 2-9 
The inhalation cancer slope factor listed in DOE’s Programmatic fisk-Based Prelimmary 
Remediation Goals October document ( I  75E-1 mgkg d) and the u t  nsk factor for ax listed 
in IRIS (June, 1995) (5E-5/ug/m3) are eqmvalent, and should have been used, smce EPA 
recommends that IRIS data always take precedence over E A S T  data 

3) Table 7-3 Concentration/Toxlcit/ Screen of Carcinogens m Seeu Water The codtox 
screen was performed incorrectly for tlus media Even when the mcorrect slope factor for 1,l- 
DCE is used (see comment #2), the chemcal-specific nsk factors and the percentages of total nsk 
are different than those listed m thls table The correct codtox screen is as follows 

Carcmogen Max conc CSF Chem-spec f isk YO of total 
(mg/L) (mgncg 4 factor (fi) nsk 

1,l -DCE 4 00E-3 1 75E-1 7 00E-4 31 3% 
PCE 2 80E-2 5 20E-2 146E-3 65 2% 
TCE 7 00E-3 1 10E-2 7 70E-5 3 5% 

total risk factor = 2 23E-3 100 0 % 

1 
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Therefore, 1,l -DCE did not fa1 the codtox screen, and should not have been elmnated 
as a COC on th~s basis It should remam as a PCOC 111 thls media 

4) Section 2 7 DOE states 111 the second paragraph that it assumed "construcbon worker 
exposure to subsurface soil" when d e f m g  RBCs for screemg purposes Th~s assumption was 
not part of the RBC agreement, all three agencies agreed to use residential RBCs for all media 
when screemg 

5) Table 10-1 The only valid cornpansons for OU 5 stream sedments concentrations are to 
WETS background stream sedunent concentrations At best, the cornpansons to Front Range 
soils and to shales and clays in general can only be considered supplementary to srte-specific 
background compansons 

6) 
map avadable showmg the sitewde drstrxbution of arsemc III groundwater? 

7) EPA's Risk Assessment Guzdance for Superfind (RAGS) recommends usmg total 
contarmnant values rather than filtered or dissolved contarmnant values when assessing nsk 
because of the potenhal to underestunate chemical concentrabons m water from a n  di l te red  tap 
(RAGS Part A, pp 6-27) Have dissolved values been reported for water samples collected at 
OU 5 and have OU 5 values been compared wth background concentrations denved from 
dissolved values7 

Section A 5 3 What does the groundwater distnbution of arsemc look lrke7 Is there a 

I 
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RESPONSETO CDPHES COMMENTS ON 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NO 11 (FINAL) 

CHEMICALS OFCONCERN FOR OU5 

Resoonse to C omment 1, Mr Spreng’s observation is valid comparison of background with one 
site sample is not statistically valid However, 1,l -dichloroethene was not eliminated based on 
this comparison Due to an error in the concentration/toxicity screen it was eliminated at that 
stage The error has been corrected and 1,l -dichloroethene will be evaluated in the RFI/RI 
Report See also response to comment 3 

Response to Comment 3 Mr Spreng’s comment is correct However, the slope factor used in 
the COC TM (1 2 per mg/kg-day) is the correct one and was estimated from the unit risk factor 
based on pharmacokinetic adjustments, as opposed to a route to route extrapolation based on 
breathing rate and body weight In addition, the PPRG for 1,l-dichloroethene has been 
corrected 

On June 28, 1995 a printout from the IRIS data base was provided to Mr Spreng with this 
information highlighted 

Resoonse to Comment 3 Mr Spreng’s comment is correct The Concentrationfloxicity screen 
of carcinogens in seep water was calculated incorrectly and a replacement table has been 
generated However, this did not result in 1,l -dichloroethene being eliminated as a COC since it 
was identified, as such, based on non carcinogenic effects Since it also has carcinogenic effects, 
these effects will be evaluated in the RFI/RI Report 

Table 7-3 of the COC TM #11 was revised to correct the error and is submitted with the 
enclosed Document Modification Request, see Attachment 3 

~R- m Mr Spreng’s comment that the text in Section 2 7 states that a risk- 
based concentration (RBC) comparison for subsurface soils was based on RBC’s for a 
construction worker was not what was agreed to by the agencies The text, in this case, is 
incorrect and will be modified to state the RBC comparison will be for residential exposure 
The correct RBC, I e that for residential exposure, was used in Table 4-5 

Page 2-31 of the COC TM #11 was revised to address this comment and is submitted with the 
enclosed Document Modification Request, see Attachment 3 

R- m Mr Spreng’s comment regarding the comparisons of OU5 
concentrations to RFETS background concentrations is correct The additional data is provided 
as supplemental data only, and the text does discuss some of this supplemental data 

Resoonse to Comment 6 Mr Spreng requested a map showing the sitewide distribution of 
arsenic in groundwater This map has been generated and is enclosed with this transmittal 

Resoonse to Comment 7 Mr Spreng questioned if dissolved concentrations of groundwater 
constituents have been compared to background dissolved concentrations Yes and these 
comparisons are shown in Table A-4 
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Refer to 1-AOI-PPG-007 for Processing lnsttucfions 
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Rocky Rae Envuonmental Technology Site Manual RFlER-9eooo55 
RFL/RI Work Plan for OU5 Section 20 
Ch~mtcals of Concern Page 2-3 1 
Tecbcal Memorandum N o  11 Orqanuahon ER OU 5,6&7 Closurcg 

Pcoc 

Benzo(g h 17pervltne 

Dtbenzoturan 

Lead 

2 Methvlaaphthvleno 

Surface Soil Substdace Soil Groundwater Seep Water Seep Sedrment 

X X 

X Y -  

Y X X 

X X 

2 7 EVALUATION OF RISK-BASED CONCENTRATIONS FOR INFREQUENTLY DETECTED 
ANALYTES A i  IDENTIFICATXON OF SPECIAL-CASE COCS 

Phenanthrene X X X 

Silicon X 

1 1 1-Tnchloroethane I Y 

M y t e s  detected infrequently (m less than five percent of all samples m the mehum) are not charactensuc 

of OU-wide contammatton and the potenual for exposure IS Iow These consntuents were further screened 

to mclude any mfrequently detected analyte that could conmbute srpficantly to nsk if roume exposure to a 

hot spot were to occur In t h  analyss, maxunum measured concentmuons were compared to screemg levels 

eqyalent to 1,OOO m e s  nsk-based concentrauons (RBCs) DOE, 1995 

X 

For screewg purposes, RBCs were defined as analyte concenuatlons associated with an excess cancer nsk 

of 1E-06 (one in one &on) or a hazard mdex of one for nonwcmogeemc effects, assumng resrdenaal 

exposure to surface sod and groundwater Any rnfrequently detected d y t e  measured at a concentratlon 

greater than 1,ooO hrnes the respecme RBC was identlfied as representmg a potenUally s1gmfi-t health nsk 

if exposure were to occur and was mcfuded m the hst of specral-case COCs for evaluatron m the nsk 

assessment. 

RBCs have been calculated s p e d d y  for RFET.S and are presented m DOE (1995) These values, referred 

to as PPRGs in the DOE (1995) document, are used 111 ttus tdenuficauon of special-case COCs RBCs for 

chemcals m soil were calculated for residenual receptors assumrng multtple pathway exposure [mgesnon, 

rnhalaaon of parucdates and volatde or,guuc compounds (VOCs), and external radauon exposure] mcs 
for chemcals m groundwater were calculated for residenaal use, assurmng mgesuon of water and inhdanon 
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Attachment 4 
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95-RF-05848 

D R A F T  DRAFT  D R A F T  

Mr Martin Hestmark 
U S Environmental Protectron Agency, Region VI11 
AlTN: Rocky Flats Project Manager, 8HWM-RI 
999 18th Street, Suite 500,8WM-C 
Denver, Colorado 80202-2405 

Mr Joe Schieffelin, Unit Leader 
Hazardous Waste Facilities 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
4300 Che Creek Drive South 
Denver, Co 7 orado 80222-1 530 

Gentlemen 

In response to comments on the Operable Unit 5 (OU5) Woman Creek Priority Drainage, 
Final Chemicals of Concern (COC) Technical Memorandum (TM) #11, the enclosed 
Document Modification Request (DMR) is transmitted for incorporation into the TM 

Attachment 1 is a copy of the comments from Mr Carl Spreng, Colorado Department of 
Public Health and the Environment The OU5 team addressed each comment and 
discussed the dlsposrtion with MI Spreng, on June 28, 1995, at a project meeting 
Attachment 2 is a summary of the response to comments 

A Document Modification Request has been prepared to address two of these comments 
and it is enclosed, see Attachment 3 This DMR contans three replacement pages for 
incorporation into the COC TM #11 

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding the enclosed materials, please 
contact at 966- 

Enclosures 
As Stated (3) 
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